Tke Party System
fest, is hardly likely to survive the conclusion of peace.
It is intelligible, also, where, as with the Blum Govern-
ment of 1936 in France, two parties separated by wide
differences are able to unite upon a body of specific
objects which they agree to be temporarily more impor-
tant than those differences. It appears likely, on historic
experience, that such coalitions require a dramatic back-
ground for their achievement; and it is probable that,
like the-National Government in 1931, they either result
in permanent alliance (in which case there is, in fact,
a return to the two-party system), or in a dissolution of
the alliance which means a further period of weak govern-
ment until the electorate makes up its mind about the
direction in which it wishes to move.
The real truth is that Mr. Muir forgets the grounds
upon which the Victorian party system worked so well.
He forgets that the comparatively small electorates of
those days were agreed about the objects of the State,
and that the volume of legislation was neither big enough
nor important enough to require, as it now requires* the
initiative for its inception to remain in the Cabinet's
hands, at least where major matters are concerned. He
wants Parliament to govern directly, as it did in the
Victorian period, at a time when the circumstances which
made this possible have vanished. I shall discuss later in
this book his view of the Cabinet as dictator* What is here
important is the realization that once we grant the need
for legislation on a body of coherent principle, the frag-
mentization of opinion may easily prove a major disaster.
I omit from this survey the less vital arguments against
proportional representation—its tendency to multiply
groups, the ease with which, as in Germany, it multi-
plies, instead of diminishes, the power of the party
machine. The evils it is sought by this method to
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